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Creating and exploiting market knowledge
assets
Stanley F. Slater, Eric M. Olson and Hans Eibe Sørensen
1. Introduction
In 1988, while lying in bed after injuring his back, Bob Buckman, CEO of Buckman
Laboratories, thought about what he really needed to run his business. What he wanted was
information, not just for himself but for all his people, a steady stream of information about
products, markets, customers. And he wanted it to be easily accessible, easily shared. As
he said, ‘‘The customer is most important. . . We need to be effectively engaged on the front
line, actively involved in satisfying the needs of our customers.’’ ‘‘The real questions are,’’
said Buckman, ‘‘How do we stay connected? How do we share knowledge? How do we
function anytime, anywhere – no matter what?’’ (Rifkin, 2006). Satisfying customer needs
requires the firm to understand those needs, share the knowledge regarding those needs
throughout the firm, and take coordinated action to develop the products and services that
actually satisfy the needs.
As Ikujiro Nonaka (1991, p. 96) argues:
In an economy where the only certainty is uncertainty, the one sure source of lasting competitive
advantage is knowledge. When markets shift, technologies proliferate, competitors multiply, and
products become obsolete almost overnight, successful companies are those that consistently
create new knowledge, disseminate it widely throughout the organization, and quickly embody it
in new technologies and products.
While the knowledge management/new product program performance relationship has
received some research attention, no single study of which we are aware examines a
comprehensive model of knowledge management based on Nonaka’s prescription.
Moreover, the most recent Product Development Management Association survey of best
practices in new product development shows that knowledge management systems are
among the least used NPD (new product development) tools (Barczak et al., 2009). Figure 1
below illustrates the model that we developed and tested in a sample of firms competing in
high-tech industries.
2. The value of knowledge assets
Competitive advantage is based on the deployment of valuable, rare, and hard to imitate
resources. Knowledge assets fit this definition. ‘‘The practice of developing commercially
viable new products comprises the creative linkage of market and technological possibilities
into a comprehensive package of attributes,’’ and requires ‘‘developing the requisite
market-technology knowledge,’’ (Dougherty, 1992, pp. 78-79). Thus, in the new product
development arena, critical knowledge is derived from the customer, competitor, and
technological domains.
This knowledge is valuable since it leads to the effective and timely development of products
based on in-depth knowledge of customer needs that are not being addressed by
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competitors and that are based on leading-edge technology. Also, knowledge, rather than
being subject to diminishing returns, shows increasing returns since that it can be leveraged
across product lines and even business units (Teece, 1998). In a similar vein, knowledge is
one of the few assets that increases in value when it is shared (Quinn et al., 1996). Market
knowledge assets tend to be rare because of the complexity of the intelligence generation
and dissemination processes required to create them (Zack, 1999). Also, customer
knowledge and customer investment in expensive products increases switching costs,
meaning that sellers will compete intensely for the original sale, recognizing that sales of
complementary products and services will be easier (Teece, 1998).
There are several characteristics of market knowledge that make it difficult to imitate. These
include breadth, depth, tacitness, and specificity (De Luca and Atuahene-Gima, 2007).
Breadth refers to the firm’s understanding of a diverse set of current and potential
customers, competitors, and technologies. Firms with a broad knowledge base are able to
combine different elements of knowledge to produce a solution to customer needs.
Knowledge depth, or complexity, reflects the amount of within-domain knowledge that the
firm possesses and reflects the sophistication with which the firm is able to combine the
different elements of knowledge. New products based on deep market knowledge are
difficult for competitors to imitate because of the underlying unique, but interdependent,
knowledge elements. Tacit knowledge is difficult to codify and communicate, and thus to
appropriate by competitors. Specific knowledge pertains to the specific contexts (i.e.
market segments, key competitors, technologies) that are most relevant to the firm. Since
other firms are likely to position themselves differently in the market, they will require different
specific knowledge. Moreover, market knowledge is difficult to imitate in a timely fashion
since it has a relatively short half-life particularly in dynamic, high-tech markets.
3. How does the firm create knowledge?
Market intelligence is the foundation for identifying new opportunities and initiating creative
output. Linus Pauling, the two-time Nobel Prize winner, emphasized, ‘‘The best way to have a
good idea is to have lots of ideas.’’ Supporting this statement, research (e.g. Connolly et al.,
1990) shows that performance is strongly correlated with the number of ideas generated.
Figure 1 A market knowledge management system
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One example of how firms’ R&D units may generate ideas based on multiple external
sources is Kodak European Research (KER). KER chose Cambridge, UK, for its location
based on networking potential, practicality, quality of the higher education infrastructure,
presence of a related industry cluster, and an entrepreneurial environment. KER utilizes four
generic intelligence generation strategies (Mortara et al., 2010):
1. Mine. The searcher knows both that the information has been acquired and where it is
stored.
2. Trawl. The searcher is not sure whether the information has been acquired or where it may
be stored.
3. Target. The searcher knows where to look for specific information outside the company.
4. Scan. The searcher has permission to look for new information outside the company.
The following three foci of intelligence generation may employ one, or all, of the preceding
generic intelligence generation strategies.
4. Customer intelligence generation
The majority of customer intelligence is developed through traditional market research
techniques such as focus groups, surveys, customer visits, sales force feedback, voice of
the customer programs, and concept testing, but these techniques may only reveal
intelligence that is easy for customers to articulate and for competitors to develop also.
Christensen and Bower (1996, p. 198) argue that ‘‘firms lose their position of industry
leadership... because they listen too carefully to their customers.’’ Slater and Narver (1998)
characterize these as customer-led businesses that primarily respond to customers’
articulated needs and are short-term in focus. They may also suffer from the ‘‘tyranny of the
served market’’ which causes managers to see the world through their current customers’
eyes (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994).
While it is important for the firm to keep customers satisfied by responding to their articulated
needs, customer delight is secured through the creation of successful ‘‘really new products’’
that address customers’ latent needs. Slater and Narver (1998) refer to these firms as
proactively customer-oriented. While there are techniques for understanding latent needs,
they are not as easily implemented. For example, by observing customers’ use of products
or services in context, firms acquire information about customer needs that is not available
from traditional market research. To effectively develop and utilize observational research,
many companies such as Microsoft and Procter & Gamble employ anthropologists as well
as market researchers.
In 2008, Fast Company magazine designated IDEO, the Palo Alto based design firm, as one
of the world’s five most innovative companies. IDEO identifies opportunities for growth by
uncovering customers’ latent needs, behaviors, and desires, and visualizing new ways to
serve and support people. IDEO’s unique approach to marketing research is the means
through which this is accomplished. All IDEO-designed products are inspired by watching
real people. As Tom Kelley, IDEO general manager, says (Kelly with Littman, 2001), ‘‘We are
not fans of focus groups. We don’t much care for traditional market research either.’’ Alan
South (2004), Director of Service Design, elaborates, ‘‘The main reason why market research
and focus groups are not design tools is that they are only able to address explicit user
needs.’’
‘‘ Also, knowledge, rather than being subject to diminishing
returns, shows increasing returns since that it can be
leveraged across product lines and even business units. ’’
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Proactive companies such as IDEO also work closely with lead users – those whose needs
are advanced compared to other market members and who the company expects to benefit
significantly from a solution to those needs. For example, Xerox involves customers in the
early stages of product design through a process called ‘‘dreaming with the customer.’’ The
goal: ‘‘Involving experts who know the technology with customers who know the pain
points.’’ Xerox CTO Sophie Vandebroek expects scientists and engineers to meet
face-to-face with some of the 1,500 to 2,000 customers who visit showrooms of the
company’s four global research facilities each year (Byrnes, 2007). ‘‘To push out the
boundaries of current product concepts, it is necessary to put the most advanced
technology possible directly into the hands of the world’s most sophisticated and
demanding users’’ (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994, p. 102). This type of exploration often leads
to the discovery of new solutions to unexpressed needs.
These businesses also conduct market experiments, learn from the results of those
experiments, and modify their offerings based on the new knowledge and insights. Lynn
et al. (1996) describe how companies such as Motorola, General Electric, and Corning
maintain strong market positions by utilizing the ‘‘probe and learn process.’’ In this process
the initial product is a prototype that becomes the foundation for subsequent, more-refined
generations that follow. Douglas Merrill, a Google vice president for engineering, said,
‘‘Fundamentally, everything we do is an experiment. The thing with experimentation is that
you have to get data and then be brutally honest when you’re assessing.’’ Google’s fail fast
strategy is launch, listen, improve, launch again (McNichol, 2007).
5. Competitor intelligence generation
While Kenichi Ohmae (1988), cofounder of McKinsey’s strategic management practice,
argues that competitor intelligence is secondary to customer intelligence, others (e.g. Slater
et al., 2007) find that competitor-oriented intelligence is as, or more, important than a
customer-oriented intelligence generation capability for organizations competing in
high-tech markets that are developing new products with a fast follower strategy. When
using this strategy, the follower evaluates and improves on the pioneer’s offering. An
alternative is a low-end disruption strategy, where product performance exceeds customer
requirements and a competitor introduces a simpler, less expensive product. In either case,
an understanding of competitors’ products, capabilities, and strategies may help avoid
direct confrontation, enable the firm to develop products that have a significant advantage,
or anticipate a competitor’s responsive or proactive moves (Christensen and Bower, 1996).
Effective competitor intelligence generation programs utilize both secondary and primary
research. Secondary sources include press releases, analyst reports, trade journals,
regulatory filings, and other published sources of information. The company may also
monitor hiring activity, promotional campaigns, and announced R&D projects, capital
investments, strategic partnerships, and knowledge-oriented acquisitions. Once that
intelligence has been screened, the analyst can determine which pieces of intelligence are
worthy of further investigation and/or primary research. Primary research may be conducted
by contacting suppliers, customers, and business writers and analysts. Often, the firm’s own
salespeople will have had contact with salespeople from competing businesses and will be
able to glean competitor information from current or prospective customers, some
employees will have come from competitors, and R&D personnel will know of competitors’
technologies through conferences or scientific publications (e.g. Cottrill, 1998).
6. Technological intelligence generation
Acquiring new technological intelligence and delivering it to decision-makers early enough
to make good decisions is essential when the firm’s competitive advantage is based on
innovation. New technological intelligence may be generated from within the firm (i.e. closed
innovation), copied from competitors, or assimilated into the firm from outside collaborators
(i.e. open innovation). While it is important for the firm to scan continuously for the
development of new technologies both by competitors and by non-competitors, internal
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R&D traditionally has been the primary route to developing technological capital since it
could confer first-mover advantage, provide exclusive control, and the R&D process is
difficult to imitate due to the complex relationships among involved units and individuals.
An important issue is whether R&D should be centralized or decentralized. Firms with
centralized R&D functions tend to generate knowledge that has both a higher level of impact
and impacts a broader range of technological areas than do firms with decentralized or
indeed functions. Firms with centralized R&D functions also conduct technological research
outside their organizational boundaries more often than do firms with decentralized R&D
functions (Argyres and Silverman, 2004). However, complex physical technology is not
necessarily difficult to imitate due to the ability of competitors to reverse engineer the
products or components that employ the technology. Moreover, ‘‘Technology has become so
sophisticated, broad, and expensive that even the largest companies can’t afford to do it all
themselves,’’ (Leonard-Barton, 1995, p. 135).
These limitations of closed innovation systems have led many firms to embrace open
innovation, nourishing collaborations that enable the firm to access and exploit outside
knowledge. In a study of biotech firms, Powell et al. (1996, p. 116) conclude that ‘‘when the
knowledge base of an industry is both complex and expanding and the sources of expertise
are widely dispersed, the locus of innovation will be found in networks of learning, rather than
in individual firms.’’ These networks may be comprised of suppliers, customers, universities,
firms competing in both unrelated and related markets, and even competitors. Of course,
open innovation systems have drawbacks as well including loss of control over technology
trajectory, divergent objectives, increased coordination costs, and potential loss of
intellectual property.
7. Intelligence dissemination
An effective knowledge dissemination capability is crucial to market knowledge creation. A
firm’s knowledge-based competitive advantage is only as strong as its ability to share and
use intelligence within and across the organization’s boundaries. Effective dissemination
also increases intelligence value when each piece of information can be seen in its broader
context by all organizational players who might be affected by or utilize it, and are able to
feedback questions, amplifications, or modifications, which provide new insights to the
sender.
Another reason to disseminate knowledge throughout the organization is that it might walk
out the door otherwise. Due to the boom and bust nature of high-tech industries, and to the
mobility of highly skilled employees, knowledge workers frequently leave the company and
take their knowledge with them. Compounding this traditional problem is the looming
retirement of the 76 million members of the baby boom generation (Fisher, 2005).
Lew Platt, former CEO of Hewlett-Packard, notes (O’Dell and Grayson, 1998, p. 54), ‘‘I wish
we knew what we know at HP.’’ These words reflect a difficult truth about most organizations:
the knowledge and the know-how of their workforce is often isolated in departments and
functional units. Thus, dissemination may involve the transfer of intelligence at the individual
level or at a higher level such as a team, department, or function. For example, to drive new
products from concept to launch more rapidly and with fewer mistakes, Gupta et al. (1986, p.
7) conclude that, ‘‘all functional interfaces are important in the product development
‘‘ While it is important for the firm to keep customers satisfied
by responding to their articulated needs, customer delight is
secured through the creation of successful ‘really new
products’ that address customers’ latent needs. ’’
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process.’’ Moreover, Hoopes and Postrel (1999) find that mistakes that could have been
avoided if some parties involved in a software product development project had the
knowledge held by other parties caused the firm to waste about one sixth of the time spent
on product development projects.
Effective intelligence sharing and dissemination is accomplished through emphasis on
‘‘multifunctional activities,...,multifunctional discussions, and information exchange,’’
(Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1991, p. 140). Knowledge-creating firms actively encourage
intelligence sharing across people, departments, and divisions. Mentoring, knowledge
centers, communities of practice – companywide groups that meet, in person and online, to
share knowledge, and action learning teams that put people together from several
disciplines – manufacturing, sales, marketing, legal, finance – to solve particular problems
are valuable ways to disseminate knowledge throughout the organization (e.g. Scalzo,
2006). Indeed, some (e.g. Jack Welch at General Electric) say that effective knowledge
management requires a boundary-less organization (Potts, 1992), which takes good ideas
from disparate functions and uses them in many areas.
8. Market knowledge assets
Market knowledge assets, also referred to as organizational memory, are the repositories for
explicit, codified knowledge. They are used to store and make accessible what the
organization knows (Ruggles, 1998). Tools for accomplishing this include databases,
manuals, white papers, etc. Market knowledge assets may also be repositories for tacit
knowledge. Tacit knowledge is generally developed from direct experience, is difficult to
articulate, and usually is shared through highly interactive exchanges (Zack, 1999). Of
course, it is much more difficult to develop tacit knowledge assets. TVA began a process in
1999 that has since been adopted by many other companies. TVA gave each engineer a
score of 1-5 based on when the employee intended to retire. Managers also gave employees
another 1-5 score based on how essential their knowledge is. For employees who had a high
degree of essential knowledge and who were planning to retire in the next 1-3 years TVA
assigned an apprentice who shadowed the soon to retire engineer so as to retain that
essential tacit knowledge (Fisher, 2005).
Customer knowledge assets encompass customers’ extant and latent needs, adoption
processes, and reasons for satisfaction/dissatisfaction. Competitor knowledge assets
include a deep understanding of competitors’, goals, strategies, and capabilities. Rogers
(1995) argues that the most important characteristic of successful innovations was that they
offered a customer value advantage relative to competitive offerings. Technological
knowledge is the knowledge associated with products, technologies, and/or processes that
is the basis for the innovative product/service offering.
9. Knowledge-based strategy
It should be obvious that using knowledge is the only way to extract value from it (e.g. Lesser
and Mundel, 2000). However, a survey conducted by Forrester Research finds that, in the
product development arena, 90 percent of companies did not plan to use customer
information to improve the results of the product development process. The reason is that
‘‘ An effective knowledge dissemination capability is crucial to
market knowledge creation. A firm’s knowledge-based
competitive advantage is only as strong as its ability to share
and use intelligence within and across the organization’s
boundaries. ’’
VOL. 33 NO. 4 2012 jJOURNAL OF BUSINESS STRATEGYj PAGE 23
lack of time, resources, and focus limit the company’s ability to transform raw information into
useful insight.
There are three ways that knowledge may influence organizational behavior (Menon and
Varadarajan, 1992). First, there is action-oriented use which is the direct application of
knowledge to develop a strategy. Second, there is knowledge-enhancing use which
influences managerial perspectives on problems or opportunities, but is less likely to directly
change current behavior, though it may provide the foundation, through the mechanism of
organizational memory, for revolutionary behavior change at some point in the future. Third,
knowledge may be developed for affective use to increase satisfaction or to decrease
dissonance with a strategy that already has been adopted.
We focus on action-oriented use because market knowledge assets, like any other assets,
are static resources until they are exploited through the firm’s strategy. To realize their
potential, the firm must use these resources to develop and commercialize new products
that address emerging customer needs and competitive threats, and incorporate
appropriate technologies whether those technologies already exist, are new, or are a
novel configuration of technologies.
10. How the research was conducted
We purchased a commercial mailing list of marketing executives in high-tech firms from
CorpTech, a company that maintains a database of key decision-makers in high-tech firms.
We selected high-tech firms as our sampling frame due to the rapid rate of change that takes
place in this industry. We mailed 1,000 questionnaires with a cover letter explaining that we
were conducting research on business practices in high-tech firms. Three weeks after the
initial mailing we conducted a follow-up mailing. We received 147 completed questionnaires
from qualified respondents that, after accounting for undeliverables, constituted a 15.8
percent response rate.
We modified existing scales to measure customer intelligence generation, competitor
intelligence generation, technological intelligence generation, intelligence dissemination
and new product program performance. Measures are available from the first author. We
developed new scales to assess knowledge capital and market knowledge use.
We assessed the psychometric properties of these scales using reliability analysis and
factor analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha exceeded 0.7 for all scales and all scales were
unidimensional. We utilized multiple regression and correlation analysis to test the
relationships in our model.
11. The results
We found that customer, competitor, and technological intelligence generation, and
intelligence dissemination were all strongly and significantly (p , 0:05) related to the stock
of knowledge assets. We found that, after accounting for the influence of product
innovativeness, product quality, willingness to cannibalize, and size, market knowledge
exploitation fully mediates the knowledge asset – new product program performance
relationship. Thus, the results from our study confirm the relationships in our model.
B Customer, competitor, and technology intelligence generation capabilities all contribute
to the creation of knowledge assets, albeit in different ways. The firm should not rely
exclusively on traditional market research techniques to identify unmet customer needs
as a competitor can identify those needs, just as effectively. By developing a capability in
‘‘ . . . using knowledge is the only way to extract value from it. ’’
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observational techniques as they are more likely to lead to an understanding of latent or
future needs.
B An effective intelligence dissemination capability strongly contributes to the creation of
the firm’s stock of knowledge assets.
B Knowledge assets might also be thought of as organizational memory. The question then,
is how do organizations remember, and how do they access the memory. Organizational
memory for explicit knowledge might include databases, manuals, reports, etc.
Knowledge assets/organizational memory for tacit knowledge is much more difficult to
develop and often requires close collaboration between more experienced individuals
who possess the tacit knowledge and their apprentices.
B To reap the benefits of its market knowledge assets, the firm’s new product development
program must reflect its knowledge of customers, competitors, and technology, no
excuses!
12. Conclusion
The results of this study strongly suggest that the stock of market knowledge assets
contributes to a successful new product development program. These knowledge assets
are the result of well-developed intelligence generation and dissemination processes.
However, organizational knowledge sharing is often resisted because there is a natural
tendency for individuals to hoard information in the belief that it increases their power and
prestige. Thus, it is essential to shift the organization’s culture to one where teamwork is the
norm. Such a culture change requires, at a minimum, strong leadership and an appropriate
reward/motivation system. Also, it is imperative for the organization to develop a
knowledge-based product development strategy. Otherwise, the resources that have
been invested in developing knowledge assets will have been wasted.
While a knowledge management system may be easy to conceive, it is difficult to implement.
It requires fundamental, and often painful, changes in the organization’s DNA (e.g. Mullin,
1996). However knowledge capital is a critical resource for competitive advantge and,
ultimately, the risks inherent in not making the change are much greater than the risks in
making the change.
Keywords:
Knowledge management,
Competitive advantage,
Product development,
Performance
References
Argyres, N. and Silverman, B. (2004), ‘‘R&D, organizational structure, and the development of corporate
technological knowledge’’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 25, pp. 929-58.
Barczak, G., Griffin, A. and Kahn, K. (2009), ‘‘Perspective: trends and drivers of success in NPD
practices’’, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 3-23.
Byrnes, N. (2007), ‘‘Xerox’ new design team: customers’’, Business Week, 7 May, p. 72.
Christensen, C. and Bower, J. (1996), ‘‘Customer power, strategic investments, and the failure of leading
firms’’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 197-218.
Connolly, T., Jessup, L. and Valacich, J. (1990), ‘‘Effects of anonymity and evaluative tone on idea
generation in computer-mediated groups’’, Management Science, Vol. 36 No. 6, pp. 689-703.
Cooper, R.G. and Kleinschmidt, E.J. (1991), ‘‘New product processes at leading industrial firms’’,
Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 137-47.
Cottrill, K. (1998), ‘‘Turning competitive intelligence into business knowledge’’, Journal of Business
Strategy, Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 27-30.
De Luca, L. and Atuahene-Gima, K. (2007), ‘‘Market knowledge dimensions and cross-functional
collaboration: examining the different routes to product innovation performance’’, Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 71 No. 1, pp. 95-112.
Dougherty, D. (1992), ‘‘A practice-centered model of organizational renewal through product
innovation’’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 13, Summer, pp. 77-92.
Fisher, A. (2005), ‘‘Retain your brains’’, Fortune, Vol. 154 No. 2, pp. 49-50.
VOL. 33 NO. 4 2012 jJOURNAL OF BUSINESS STRATEGYj PAGE 25
Gupta, A.K., Raj, S.P. and Wilemon, D. (1986), ‘‘A model for studying R&D – marketing interface in the
product innovation process’’, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 50 No. 2, pp. 7-17.
Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C.K. (1994), Competing for the Future, Harvard Business School Press,
Boston, MA.
Hoopes, D. and Postrel, S. (1999), ‘‘Shared knowledge, glitches, and product development
performance’’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 20 No. 9, pp. 837-65.
Kelley, T. with Littman, J. (2001), The Art of Innovation, Currency, New York, NY.
Leonard-Barton, D. (1995), Wellsprings of Knowledge, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA.
Lesser, E. and Mundel, D. (2000), ‘‘Managing customer knowledge’’, Journal of Business Strategy,
Vol. 21 No. 6, pp. 34-7.
Lynn, G., Morone, J. and Paulson, A. (1996), ‘‘Marketing and discontinuous innovation: the probe and
learn process’’, California Management Review, Vol. 38 No. 3, pp. 8-37.
McNichol, T. (2007), ‘‘A startup’s best friend? Failure’’, Business 2.0, Vol. 8 No. 2, pp. 39-41.
Menon, A. and Varadarajan, R. (1992), ‘‘A model of marketing knowledge use within firms’’, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 56 No. 4, pp. 53-63.
Mortara, L., Thomson, R., Armara, K., Kerr, C., Phaal, R. and Probert, D. (2010), ‘‘Developing a
technology intelligence strategy at Kodak European Research: scan and target’’, Research Technology
Management, Vol. 53 No. 4, pp. 27-38.
Mullin, R. (1996), ‘‘Knowledge management: a cultural revolution’’, Journal of Business Strategy, Vol. 17
No. 5, pp. 56-9.
Nonaka, I. (1991), ‘‘The knowledge creating company’’, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 69 No. 6,
pp. 96-104.
O’Dell, C. and Jackson Grayson, C. (1998), ‘‘If only we knew what we know: identification and transfer of
internal best practices’’, California Management Review, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 154-74.
Ohmae, K. (1988), ‘‘Getting back to strategy’’, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 66 No. 6, pp. 149-56.
Potts, M. (1992), ‘‘Toward a boundary-less firm at General Electric’’, in Kanter, R.M., Stein, B.A. and Jick,
T.D. (Eds), The Challenge of Organizational Change, The Free Press, New York, NY, pp. 450-5.
Powell, W.W., Koput, K.W. and Smith-Doerr, L. (1996), ‘‘Interorganizational collaboration and the locus of
innovation: networks of learning in biotechnology’’, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 41 No. 1,
pp. 116-45.
Quinn, J.B., Andersson, P. and Finkelstein, S. (1996), ‘‘Managing professional intellect: making the most
of the best’’, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 74 No. 2, pp. 71-80.
Rifkin, G. (2006), ‘‘Buckman Labs is nothing but net’’, Fast Company, Vol. 6 No. 30, available at: www.
fastcompany.com/magazine/03/buckman.html (accessed 31 January 2011).
Rogers, E. (1995), The Diffusion of Innovations, 4th ed., The Free Press, New York, NY.
Ruggles, R. (1998), ‘‘The state of the notion: knowledge management in practice’’, California
Management Review, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 80-9.
Scalzo, N. (2006), ‘‘Memory loss? Corporate knowledge and radical change’’, Journal of Business
Strategy, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 60-9.
Slater, S. and Narver, J. (1998), ‘‘Customer-led and market-oriented: let’s not confuse the two’’, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 19 No. 10, pp. 1001-6.
Slater, S., Hult, T. and Olson, E. (2007), ‘‘On the importance of matching strategic behavior and target
market selection to business strategy in high-tech markets’’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 5-17.
South, A. (2004), ‘‘Abstract truth’’, Aircraft Interiors International, March, pp. 116-22.
Teece, D. (1998), ‘‘Capturing value from knowledge assets’’, California Management Review, Vol. 40
No. 3, pp. 55-78.
Zack, M. (1999), ‘‘Managing codified knowledge’’, Sloan Management Review, Vol. 40 No. 4, pp. 45-58.
PAGE 26 j JOURNAL OF BUSINESS STRATEGYj VOL. 33 NO. 4 2012
About the authors
Stanley F. Slater is the Charles and Gwen Lillis Professor of Business Administration at
Colorado State University. His primary research interests concern market orientation,
marketing’s role in business strategy success, and innovation management. He has
published more than 60 articles on these and other topics. In 2011, Professor Slater won the
‘‘Mahajan Award for Lifetime Contribution to Marketing Strategy Research. Stanley F. Slater
is the corresponding author and can be contacted at Stan.Slater@business.Colostate.edu
Eric M. Olson is a Professor of Marketing and Strategic Management and Director of the
Sport Management program at the University of Colorado at Colorado Springs. His primary
research interests are in the areas of new product development, design management,
sports marketing, and marketing’s role in business strategy implementation.
Hans Eibe Sørensen is an Associate Professor in the Strategic Design Unit at the University
of Southern Denmark. He has co-founded, been CFO, and holds board positions in biotech
companies. His current research interests include strategic organization of customer and
competitor information, market orientation, and business development.
VOL. 33 NO. 4 2012 jJOURNAL OF BUSINESS STRATEGYj PAGE 27
To purchase reprints of this article please e-mail: reprints@emeraldinsight.com
Or visit our web site for further details: www.emeraldinsight.com/reprints
